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PLANNING CONFERENCE DATA




Instrument Description: Planning Conference Data

Brief description of the instrument:

The Planning Conference Data form provided a coding procedure for the
planning conferences. One sheet was filled out by the project staff
after each planning conference.,

To vhom was the instrument administeredy . '

The form was used to code planning conferences during the 1477-78 Qchool

yeqt. . - .
' Y

How many times was the instrument administered?

Once for each student discussed at a planning conference.
) . . ' ‘
When was the instrument administered?

Throughout the 1977-78 school year.

Who administered the instrument?

The evaluator monitored the P.A.V.E.'s staff's compilation of the
informatioh.

What training did the administrators have?

General training in instrument and interview administration.

Was the instrument administered under standardized conditions?

No.

Who developed the instrument?

v

PAVE staff developed the form and the Evaluator from the Office of
Research and Evaluation developed the monitoring procedures.

Were there problems with the instrument or the administration that might
affect the validity of the data?

No. ' ) .

e
“What reiiability and validity data are available on the instrument?

None.

Are there norm data available for jinterpreting the results?

No.




¢  PLANNING CONFERENCE DATA

Purpoge

The primary purpose of this instrument was to determine the extent to
which parents were involved in making long and short range educational
» plans for their children. The following questions were addressed:

Decisjon Question 2.0: Should Project P.A.V.E. be adopted by schools
. of A.1.S.D.?
.Bvaluation Question 2.5: To what extent are parents, student:
' and counselors imnvolved in decision
making? :

2.12: How many parents participate in P.A.V.E.
activities (conferences, meetings)?

Procedure

This instrument was developed by the P.A.V.E, staff and monitored by the
evaluator. The planning conference form is presented in Figure A-~1l.

Throughout the 1977-78 school year parents of Travis High School special
education students were requested to attend meetings at school regarding
educational plans for their children. There were basically two types of
meetings: a Planning Conference, and an Individual Educational program
(IEP). Planning conferences were held throughout the year. These meetings
were attended by the student's special education teacher, a P.A.V.E. staff
member, and the parent(s) of the special education student. During these
meetings, parents were provided with information comcerning the special
education services available at Travis. Based upon the parents' input
and approval, zhe goal of these meetings was to arrive at a decision
concerning the educational program of the special education studert. The
IEP was similar to the planning conferences in terms of goals. The IEP
meetings differed from the planning conferences insofar as the IEP were
group meetings. As a larg: group, the parents received information cbout
program options at Travis. Af*ter the information sharing, parents would
meet individually with the special education teachers and Project P.A.V.E.
staff to decide upon an educational program for their children.

After each session the minutes of meetings were recorded on the Planning
Conference data form by the Project P.A.V.E. staff member. These forms
provided information as to whether or not the respective parents parti—
cipated in the decision making process. o

These results were tabulated by hand.
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Sum&ary of Results . .
Forty-five .of 63 (70.3%) parents participated in either a planning
conference or an IEP meeting. Twenty of 64 (31.2%) parents attended °*
planning conferences whereas 25 of 64 (39.1%) parents attended the

1IEP meet’ngs. Nineteen of 64 (29.72) pareats did not attend either
type of meeting. ’ .

Students attended these meetings in two situations (4.42).
,”
School counselors did not attend either type of meeting. -

Figure A-2 presents the attendance rates for these meetings by grade
level.



PLANNING CONFERENCE

’ .- r\.

Student Name:

Persons Attending:

e

Date:

Vocational Testing:

GATB Results:
WRIOT Results:
McCarron Dials
Kesults:

SPIB Results:

Other:

Date:
Date:

Date:
Date:

¢

Parent Interest:

Student Interest:

Diploma Plan: VAC (Work Study)
Regular

A
Long Range Plans:

Tentative.Schedule: (This Year)

lst Quarter 2nd Quarter

3rd Quarter

Comments:

Figure A-1: PLANNING CONFERENCE FORM.
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(;tade Level Planning Conferences IEP Meeting Non-nttenders.
9th~-grade 11 (39732) 10 (35.7%) 7 (25.02)
10th~grade 7 (38.9%) 6 (33.3%) 5 (27.8i)
~11lth-grade 2 (13.32) 7 (46.7%) 6 (40.0%)
12th-grade 0 (00.6%) 2 (66.7%) 1 (33.3%)
_Total b woena 25 (39.1%) 19 (29.7%) .
~ Flgure A-2. ATTENDANCJRAMNING CONFERENCES AND IEP MEETINGS BY GRADE LEVEL
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Instrument Description: L.S.T. Analysis

)4

Brief description of the 1n§trument:

The L.S.T. Analysis form provided a categorical coding procedure for
the L.S.T. discussions. One gheet was filled out by the Project
P.A.V.E. planning coordinator each time a student was discussed.

To whom was the instrument administered?

The form was used to code L. S T. meetings during the 1977-78 school
year.

How many times was the instrument administered?

Once for each student discussed at each L.S.T. meeting.

When was the instrument administered?

From September, 1977 to May, 1978 at L.S.T. meetings which were held
once each week.

Who aduwinistered the instrument?

Project P.A.V.E. Planning/Dissemination Coordinator.

What training did the administrators have?

General training in instrument and interview administration.

Was the instrument administered under standardized conditions?

No.

Were there problems with the instrument or the administration that
might affect the validity of the data? .

No.

Who developed the instrument?

1976-77 Project .P.A.V.E. Evaluator from the Office of Research and
Evaluation.

What reliability and validity data are available on the instrument?

Inter-rater reliability was established informally,

Are there norm data available for interpreting the results?

No.

B-2




( o ' . L.S.T. ANALYSTS

Purpose

In the fall of 1976, the Project P.A.V.E. Evaluator designed and began
administering the L.S.T. Analysis form. This form was designed to sum-
marize the services and decisions for special education students which
derived from the L.S.T. On the form are coded: the basis for referral,
the changes suggested and those made previously for a student, and the
possible processes accounting for a decision (processes include sharing
information, availability or lack of program options). The information
from this form was used to answer the following questions:

Decision Question 2.0: Should Project P.A.V.E. be adopted by schoois
. Of AoIoSoDo?

Evaluation Question 2.4: What kinds of decisions are now made
. ‘ about special education students that
were not made before implementation
of the Systematic Planning Process?

2.9: What changes ip-8ervices to students
derived fromsthe L.S.T.?

Procedure

The form was pilot tested, to determine rater agreement, in September,
1976, by the Project P.A.V.E. Evaluator and Coordinator. A high degree
of agreement led the evaluator to adopt the instrument and continue
using it .o code the weekly L.S.T. meetings. During the 1977-78 school
year, the coordinator attended the weekly L.S.T. meetings and continued
to use the form. The Project P.A.V.E. staff assisted the coordinator in
checking students' schedules and teachers to provide needed follow-up
information.

A

The following were the primary codes for changes+

(a) no change - the student received no new fpormal service.

(b) support services - in this category was classified any direct service,
relating to the reason for referral, to the student or parent.
Providing a student with a staff member to check in with every
day, were examples of suggestions coded'''on-campus support refer-
rals." Specific referrals to a community agency were coded as
"of f-campus support referrals."

(¢) schedule change - changes in a student's teacher for a course, a
course within a department, or from a cours. In one department to
a course in another department were coded in this category.

/’l
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(di program change‘; a more substantlal change than a schedule change -
a change into Wocational program, or a major change within voca-
tional programs, or into ot out of special educational program.

The following were the primary coding questions to determine the possi-~

ble processes accounting for a decision:

(a) evaluating information - sharing as "crucial, helpful, or unnecg!?
sary." Primarily this provided a basis for coding a decision to '
make no changes. Through a discussion, it may occur that the
best option at the time would be to continue services as is. And
when information-sharing was seen as §crucial” or "helpful" and yet
change was made, this category was important.

(b) "L.S.T. memifér§ were ___motivated or frustrated."

_ When no changes were made, this allowed for a coding of whether the
process was still helpful ("motivated") or whether there was a clear
awareness. that one of a variety of changes needed to be made, but
the options were not available ("frustrated").

Summary of Results

During 1975-76, special education students were dié)ussed by the L.S.T.

seven times. During 1976~77, special education students were discussed
by the L.S.T. 126 times. During 1977-78, special education students
were discussed 66 times.

Fewer changes were made for this year's 9th-grade students than for last
year's 9th-grade students. This year 10 of 27 (37.0%) 9th-graders
received changes whereas 12 of 25 (48%) 9th-grade students received
changes last year. Five of 19 (26.3%) 9th-grade students received
changes during the 1975-76 school year.

Fewer changes were made for this year's 1l0th-grade students than for last
year's 10th-grade students. This year 5 of 18 (27.7%) 1lOth-graders
received changes whereas 9 of 18 (50%Z) lOth-grade students received
changes last year.

More changes were made for this year's llth-grade students than for
last year's llth-grade students. This year 9 of 18 (502) llth-graders
received changes, whereas 3 of 14 (21.4%) llth-graders received changes
last year.

More special education students did well this year, as measured by a
student earning 5 or more credits for each quarter, than last year.
This year 35 of 63 (55.5%) special education students did well, whereas
24 of 56 (42.1%) special education students did well last year.

For the concerns referred to the L.S.T. during the 1977-78 school year,

20 (30.3%) times the L.S.T. w28 not able to resolve these concerns.

B-4
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Seven times this was because.the L.S.T. did not.have enough information
about the needs of the students. Five times this was because the L.S.T.
did not have available program options which would have met the student's
needs. Eight times the L.S.T. recommendations were not implemented.

For the concerns referred to the L.S.T. during the 1977-78 school year
15 times these concerns were resolved satisfactorily for the L.S.T. by
placing a student in a different course or program. Nine times a
program or course change failed to resolve the concerns.

Figure B~1 presents the 1976-77 and 1977-78 L.S.T.'s suggested,
implemented, and helpful changes for 9th, 10th, and llth-graders
combined.

Figure B-2 presents the changes and number of students doing well as
analyzed by grade level for the 1976-77 and 1977-78 school years.

Figure B-3 presents the changes for students as analyzed for each
specific student for the 1977-78 school year.

17



Number Suggested Number Implemented Number Helpful*

1976-77 1977-78 1976-77 1977-78 1976-77 ~ 1977-78
(a) no changes 33 13 33 13
(b) on-campus referrais 5 15 3 15
(c) off-campus referrals 9 8 9 5
¢ (d) schedule changes 12 - 9 6 8 5 | 4

(e) program changes 27 21 26 16 20 11

9-4

*A change was classified as "helpful" if the student received credit(s) for the new course(s). °

Figure B-1. SUGGESTED, IMPLEMENTED AND HELPFUL
CHANGES RECOMMENDED BY THE L.S,T.

19
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Grade level and year: 9th 76-77 9th 77-78 10th 76-77 10gh 77-78 11th 76~77 1ltb 77-78

Total number in grade: 25 27 18 18 14 18 .
1. Total (%) doing well* 12 (480 17 (62.92)' 7 (38.92) 9 (50%) 5 (27.8%) 9 (50%)

2. Total (%) for whom no 13 (52%) 17 (62.9%) 9 (50%) 13 (72.2%) 11 (78.6X) 9 (50%)
changes were made "

3. Total (X) for whom no 5 (38.9%) 5 (29.4%) 5,(55{6%) 5 (38.4%) 7 (63.6%) 4 (44.42)
changes were made who
were not doing well

4. Schedule changes 4 3 2 2 0 3
.5, Schedule changes helpful** 3 2 2 0 0 2
- 6. Program changes 9 4 13 : 3 4 5
~ 7. Progfam changes helpful 8 2 9 2 3 3

* "doing well" was defined by a student's earning five or more credits for each of the three quarters.

*

*

"helpful" was defined by a student's earning credits in the new course(s).

Figure B-2. YEARLY STATUS OF CHANGES FOR
SPECIAL EDUCATION STUDENTS.
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27 9th-graders

17: students were not discussed by the L.S.T. during the 1977-78
school year. )
- 12t doing well; these students averaged 16.3 credits this year.
S: not doing well®; these students averaged 10.2 credits for
the school year.

3: students were discussed by the L.S.T., but did nct receive any
change of services as a result of the meeting.
0: doing well.
3: not doing well; these students averaged 4 credits this year.

S: L.S.T. recommended that the resource teachers assist these students.
3: doing well; these students averaged 17.3 credits this year.
2: not doing well; these students averaged 9.5 credits this year.

1: L.S.T. recommended that the studeunt be referred to a community
. agency for psychiatric counseling; student not doing well; earned
7 credits for the school year.

3: L.S.T. recommended schedule changes for students.

1: recommended for VEH; successful; student doing well; earmed
17 credits this year.

1: recommended OJT; successful; student not doing well; earned
4 credits this year. -

1: recommended student take an auto mechanics course; not
successful; student not doing well; earned O credits this
year [ ] )

4: L.S.T. recommended program changes.
2: into special education. '
1: student not doing well for the year (earned 11 credits),
but program change was successful since student earned
5 credits for the 3rd quarter after change was made.
1: student not doing well; earned 8 credits for the year.
1: recommended vocational curriculum; student doing well; earned
15 credits this year. ‘
1: recommended a change in instructional arrangement from inte-
grated to resource; student not doing well; earned 0 credits
this year.

* "doing well" was defined by a student's earning five or more credits
for each of the three quarters. A schedule or program change was
"successful" if the student received credit for the new course or program.

Figure B-3. CHANGES FOR SPECIAL EDUCATION
: STUDENTS DERIVED FROM L.S.T.
(Page 1 of 3)




18 10th-graders !

12:

students were not discussed by the L,S.T. during the 1977-78 school
year.
8: doing well; these students averaged 16.37 credits this yesr.
4: not doing well; these students averaged 10.25 credits fqr

the school year. 5

students were discussed by the L.S.T. but did not receive any
change of services as a result of the meeting.

0: dOing well.

1: droppad out of school.

2: not doing well; these students. averaged 1.5 credits this year.

L.S.T. recommended that the resource teachers assist these students.
0: doing well.

3: dropped out.

2: not doing well; these students averaged 5.5 credits this year.

L.S.T. recommended a Parent Conference; student not doing well;
earned 11 credits this year.

recommended that student receive help from E.S.S.A.; student dropped
out, .

.recommended that student receive- help from outside community agencies.

1: referred to Project Try.
l: referred to Shoal Creek Alcoholic Unit (P...A.S.A.); student
not doing well; earned 1 credit this year. .

L.S.T. recommended schedule changes for students,

1: recommended a change of teacher; not successful; student
dropped out.

1: recommended that student be placed in the resource room; not
successful; student not doing well; earned 10 credits this year. .

L.S.T. recommended program changes.
2 recommended vocational curriculum.
1l: successful; student doing well; earned 16 credits this year.
1l: successful; student not doing well; earned 12 credits this
year.
1: recoumended self-contained classroom; not successful; student
not doing well; earned 1l credits this year.

18 llth-graders

9:

students were not discussed by the L.S.T. during the 1977-78 school

year.

S5: doing well; these students averaged 17.8 credits this year.

4 not doing well; these students averaged 12 credits for the
school year.

Figure B-3. (continued, Page 2 of 3)
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2: students were discussed by the L.S.T., but did not receive any
change of services as a result Jf the meeting, :
1: dropped out of school,
1: not doing well; earned 9 credits this year.

2: L.S.T. recommended that the resource teachers assist these students.
Both doing well; these students averaged 16.5 credits this year.

3: recommended that student receive help from outgside community agency.
1: referred to Texas Rehabilitation Commission.
1: referred to UT Job Readiness Clinic.
1: recomrended psychiatric counseling; not implemented, student
not doing well; earned 9 credits this year.

3: L.S,T. recommended schedule changes for students
2: recommended VEH.
1: successful; student doing well; earned 16 credits this year.
1: not successful; student not doing well; earned 6 credits
this year. '
1: recommended OJT: successful; student not doing well; earned
9 credits this year. o

>+ L.S.T. recommended program changes.

2: recommended change in instructional arrangement from integrated
to resource; not successful; students not doing well; these
students averaged 4 credits for this year.

2: into special education.

1: successful; student doing well; earned 15 credits this year.
1: successful; student not doing well; earned 12 credits this
year.

1: recommended vocational curriculum; successful; student doing well;
earned 16 credits this year.

3 12th—-graders : ®

3: L.S.T. recommended program changes.

1: into special education; successful; student doing well; earned
18 credits this year.

1: recommended change in instructional arrangement from integrated
to resource; successful; student doing well; earned 16 credits
this year.

1: recommended vocational curriculum; successful; student not doing

* well; earned 12 credits this year.

Figure B-3 (continued, Page 3 of 3)
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5.

8.
9.

10.
11.
12.
13.
14,
15.
lé.

17.

L.S.T. ANALYSIS

. Student Name 2. Date

Number of times this student has been previously discussed by LST —

Referral: teacher requested 6-week review

in-depth review follow-up other

Reason for Referral:

As a result of this meeting:
Student will receive no new formal service

‘Services will be discussed as a result of support personnel inquiry

(e.g., testing, home visit)

Teachers will be informed about materials

Student or parent will receive support services (e.g., counseling,
tutor) )
The student's schedule will change
A new program option will be initiated
LST became ARD committee to provide new program to student ,
Follow-up was not scheduled
Information generated by LST discussion:

The alternative decided upon by LST was:
most effective acceptable minimally acceptable

Information-sharing relative to the procedure decided upon was:

crucial helpful unnecessary

LST members were: motivated through sharing of information
frustrated at lack of program options

Procedures recommended Procedures actually carried Feedback of proced-

by the LST: out: ures and results
. given?
To whom?

' Figure B-4. L.S.T. ANALYSIS FORM
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Instrument Description: Student Transcript Data

Brief description of the instrument:
Student transcripts with report 8drds provided the following informa-
tion: student achievement (credits earhed), the vocational classer in
which special education students enrolled, and the number of resourco
room and ‘' out-clasaes" in which a student was enrolled.

To whom was the 1nstrument administered?

L]

Transcripts of 9th, 10th, and llth-grade special education students
from 1976~77 and 1977-78 were used. s

How many times was the instrument administered?
Once. |

When was the instrument administered?
Throughout the 1977-78 school year.

Who administered the instrument?

Project P.A.V.E. Evaluator from the Office of Research and Evaluation.

What training did the administrators have?

General training in instrument and interview administration.
Was the instrument administered under standardized conditions?
Yes.

Were there problems with the instrument or the administration that

might affect the validity of the data?

- No.

Who developed the instrument?

Project P.A.V.E. Evaluator from the Office of Research and Evaluation.

What reliability and validity data are available on the instrument?

None.

Are there norm data available for interpreting the results?

No.




shmm TRANSCRIPT DATA

Purpose

There were three main purposes in reviewing the transcripts: (1) to
determine the number of credits earnmed by special education students,
(2) to determine the vocational classes and P.A.V.E.~-supported classes
in which special education students were enrolled, and (3) to deter-
mine the number of resource room and out-classes (regular classes, not
in the resource room) in which 9th~-grade special education over the
past three years were enrolled. The following questions were addressed:

Decision Question 1.0: Should Project P.A.V.E. activities be
disseminated to other districts?

Evaluation Question 1.1: To what extent have school sponsored
activities involved special educa-
tion students?

1.4: To what extent have identified spe-
cial education students earmed cre-
dits toward graduation?

Decision Question 2.0: Should Project P.A.V.E. be adopted by

schools of A.1.S.D.?
Evaluation Question 2.56: What c es are there in student

qchievement?

2.7t What is student participation in
alternative programming options and
other P.A.V.E. activities?

Procedure

)
Zach student's transcript in the registrar's office was reviewed by
the evaluator.

1. Achievement. To compare one grade level across two years (e.g.
9th-graders in 1976-77 compared to 9th-graders ia 1977-79),
credit data were compiled for each student enrolled in 1977-78
that did not drop out. Credit data for students enrolled in
1975-76 and 1976~77, were taken from the 1976-77 Technical Report
for Project P.A.V.E. To compare one group of students across
years (e.g., 9th graders in 1976-77 compared to themselves as
10th-graders in 1977-78), only transcripts of those students who
were registered for all six quarters of the two year period were
used.

c-3
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For comparisons of grade levels across years, data were analyzed
using a t-test for uncorrelaved means. To compare one group across

grade levels, data were analyzed nsing a t-test for correlated
means.

2. Vocational classes. A list was made of the vocatibnal classes in
which students were enrolled.

3. Degree of mainstreaming. Vor 9th-gradersin 1975-76, 1976-77, and
. 1977-78 a table was made of the special education and regular
education classes in which they were. enrolled and in which they
received credit for the first quarter of the 9th grade.

el

Summary of Results - : *
4 . ;"y"
1. Achievement

‘There were no sigaificant differences in the total credits, special
education, regular, or vocational credits earned between this year's
9th-graders and last year's 9th-grade class. Al the mean for
1977-78 9th~grade special education students was below the mean for
1976-77 raders in all four categories,. these differences were
not significant. (See Figure C-1)

During 1977-78, 10th~grade special education students earned fewer
total yearly credits and regular creditly than did the 1976-77 10th-
grade special education class. This yea¥'s class earned more
special education and vocational credits than did last year's
classs These differences, however, were not statistically sig-
nificant. (see Figure C-2)
55N
guring 1977-78, llth-gngde special education students. earned more
,”’ Special educatjon creditis, but fewer total yearly, regular, and
vocational credits than dic the 1976-77 llth-grade class. Again,
these differences were not statistically significant. (see Figure
c-3). .

This year's lOth-graders earned significantly more vocational
credits this year than they did last year as 9th-graders. There
were no other significant differences found. (see Figure C-4)

This yeaﬁvs llth-graders earned significantly more special educa-
tion and Wocational credits this year than they did last year as
10th-graders. (see Figure C-5)

2. Vocational classes and other P.A.V.E.-related classes.
Travis High School special education students participated in the

following vocational programs (not all of which are located at
that school's campus:
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Regular Vocational Programs:
Cooperative Vocational Academic Education (CVAE)

small engine repair
auto body repair
Vocational Education Classes
food service
cosmetology
bricklaying
letter press
Special Education Programs:
Pre-vocational class in the resource room
Vocational Education for the Handicapped (VEH)
of fice duplication procedures
general construction trades
clerical practices
building trades
On the Job Training (OJT)
cafeteria work station
OJT under the leadership of the vocational adjustment
coordinator

For the 1976-77 and 1977-78 school vasr, the following number of
studenis participated in vocational courses (not counting the
pre-vocational course):

1976-77 | . 1977-78
10 of 25 (40%)¢ ¢« ¢ ¢ ¢ « o« o J9th-graders . . . . .12 of 27 (44.4%)

10 Of 18 (5506%)0 e o o o o o loth-gtadets e o o o Oll Of 18 (6101%)
8 of 14 (57.2%). « ¢« « « o« « llth-graders . . . . .14 of 18 (78.3%)

Figure C-6 presents the number of students participating in each
vocational option.

Twenty-six special education students were enrolled in the Adaptive
Physical Education course during the 1977-78 school year.

Fifteen students enrolled and received credit for the Pre—employ-
ment Lab taught during the 1977~78 school year.

Two students participated in the on-campus, cafeteria work-stationm.
Both students participated in this course for two quarters.

These data are presented in Figure C-6.

Degree of Mainstreaming

The 1975-76, 1976-77, and 1977-78 first quarter schedules of 9th-
graders were obtained to determine if the students were spending
comparable amounts of time in special education and regular classes-
to determine if special education students were being mainstreamed

C-5
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more or less than in previous years. The number of credits earned
was useéd as an indication of the success of these placements.
During the first quarter special education students were scheduled
into regular classes during 1977 slightly more often than in the

past, but they tended to earn approximately the same number of
credits as in the past.

These data are presented in Figure C-7. -




NUMBER STANDARD
VARIABLE OF CASES MEAN DEVIATION
Total Yearly Credits
1977-78 27 13.3703 4.7729
1976-77 17 15.3529 2.760
Special Education Credits
1977-78 27 3.814  3.397
1976-77 17 4,824 3.450-
Regular Education Credits
1977-78 27 9.5555 5.3517
1976-77 17 10.5294 3.875
Vocational Credits
1977-78 27 1.4074 2.098
1976-77 17 2.5294 2,348
Figure C-1.

STANDARD
ERROR

0.919
*
0.669

0.654
L.687

1.029

0.940

0.403

0.570

t-
VALUE

1.7363

0.9310

0.6355

1.6105

DEGREES OF TWO-TAILED

FREEDOM PROBABILITY
4é 0.0898

42 0.3570

42 0.5284

42 0.1147

T-TEST COMPARISONS OF CREDITS EARNED BETWEEN 1976~77

AND 1977-78 9TH-GRADE SPECIAL EDUCATION STUDENTS.

q
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NU:BER STANDARD
VARIABLE OF CASES  MEAN DEVIATION
"Total Yearly Credits
1977-78 18 12.1111  5.2005
1976-77 14 13.8571  3.348
Special Education Credits
1977-78 18 5.5555 5.0088
1976-77 14 3.7143 2.8670
Regular Education Credits
1977-7¢ 18 6.6111 5.8524
1976-77 14 10.1429 4.092
Vocational Credits
1977-78 18 5.0555 4.3854
1976-77 14 3.8571  4.365
Figure C-2.

STANDARD
ERROR

1,2257
0.8950

1,1805

0.7666

1.2794
1.094

1.0336

1.167

VALUE

1.057

0.2105

1.860

0.7440

33

DEGREES OF
FREEDOM

30

30

30

30

TWO-TAILED
PROBABILITY

0.2986

0.8346

0.0725

0.4626

T-TEST COMPARISONS OF CREDITS EARNED BETWEEN 1976-77
AND 1977-78 10TH GRADE SPECIAL EDUCATION STUDENTS.



NUMBER STANDARD STANDARD i DEGREES OF .  TWO-TAILED
VARTABLE OF CASES MEAN DEVIATION ERROR VALUE - FREEDOM PROBABILITY

Total Yearly Credits

1977-78 18 13.388 4.742 1.118

' 0.8720 24 0.3918
1976-77 8 15.125 3.907 1.381
Special Education Credits
1977-78 18 6.833 5.659 1.334
0.4658 24 0.6454
1976-77 8 5.625 6.301 2,228
Regular Education Credits
. 1977-78 18 6.5555 6.061 - 1.428
1.1458 24 0.2631
1976-77 8 9.500 5.202 1.871
Vocational Credits
0.4145 24 0.6822
1976-77 8 7.625 6.653 2,352

Figure C-3. T-TEST COMPARISONS OF CREDITS EARNED BETWEEN 1976-~77
AND 1977-78 11TH-GRADE SPECIAL EDUCATION STUDENTS.
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NUMBER
VARIABLE OF CASES MEAN

Total Yearly Credits
9th-grade 12.666

18
10th-grade 12.111

Special Education Credits

9th-grade 4.778
. 18
10th-grade 5.555

Regular Education Credits

9th-grade 7.333
18
10th-grade 6.611

Vocational Credits

9th-grade 1.944
18

10th-grade 5.055

Figure C-4,

STANDARD
DEVIATION

6.174

5.201

4.772

5.009

4.887

5,852

2,363

4.385

STANDARD
ERROR

1.455

1.226

1.125

1.181

1,152

1.379

0.557

1.034

t-
VALUE

0.4509

0.6025

0.6123

3.2536

DEGREES OF
FRE

17

17

17

17

TWO-TAILED
PROBABILITY

0.6577

0.5548

0.5484

0.0046

T-TEST  COMPARISONS OF CREDITS EARNED BETWEEN 9TH—GRADERS'

in 1976-77 COMPARED TO THEMSELVES AS 10TH-GRADERS IN

1977-78.

-
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NUMBER
VARIABLE OF CASES MEAN

Total Yearly Credits

10th-grade - 12,888
18
l1th-grade 13.388

Special Education Credits

10th-grade 4,444
18
llth-grade 6.833

Regular Education Credits

10th-grade 8.444
18 :
l1th-grade 6.555

Vocational Credits

10th-grade 3.555
18
ll1th-grade 6.555

Figure C-5. T-TEST COMPARISONS OF CREDITS EA;;Eb\BETWEEN 10TH-GRADE,

STANDARD STANDARD
DEVIATION ERROR
4.404 1.038
4,742 1.118
4.368 1.029
5.659 1.334
4.755 1.121
6.061 1.428
..218 0. 944
5.894 1.389

4

t-
VALUE

0.4768

2,5050

1.814

2.5659

DEGREES OF
FREEDOM

17

17

17

17

TWO-TAILED
PROBABILITY

0.6395

0.0227

0.0873

0.0200

»

STUDENTS 1IN 1976-77 COMPARED TO THEMSELVES AS 11TH-GRADERS

IN 1977-78.
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1975-76 1976-77 1977-78
Grade: 9th 10th 1llth 9th 10th 1l1lth 9th 10th 1llth
CVAE : 6o o o 31 o 5 2 - 3
Pre-vocational course¥* : 12 3 1 15 3 2 8 1 2
VEH* was not offered 4 6 1 4 7 4
Vocational education class 0 3 4 1 5 4 0 2 | 2
Cafeteria work station* o 0 1 1 2 1 0 0 2
g - On the job training (Od'l‘)*. 0 3 2 1 1 4 3 5
*gpecial education program options
Figure C-6. VOCATIONAL PARTICIPATION: ' TOTAL NUMBER OF - 4

STUDENTS IN EACH GRADE PARTICIPATING FOR
ONE OR MORE QUARTERS.
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€1-0

number of students

scheduled into the resource
room (total credits)

scheduled into the resource
room (average per student)

scheduled into the regular
classes (total credits)

scheduled into regular
classes (average per student)

credits earned in resource
room (total credits)

average credits earned in
resource room

cfedits earned in regular
cfasses (toral credits)

iverage credits earned

; F.gure C-7.
!
f

|

I

1975-76

16.00

26.00
1.63
62.00
3.87
24.00
1.50

47

2.93

-39

1976-77
16

36

2.25

59

3.68

34.00

2.12

51

3.18

1977-78
22

34

1.33

102

4.81

1.25

12

3.25

USE OF ON-CAMPUS TIME FOR 9TH-GRADERS
DURING THE FIRST QUARTER.
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Instrument Description: Student Attendance Data

Brief description of the instrument :

Attendance and drop-out (school leaver) information on special education
. students was gathered from the attendance office of Travis High School.

To whom was the instrument adminisiered?

All 9th, ¥0th, §=d llth~grade identified special education students in
1975~-76, 1976~77, and 1977-78.

How many times was the instrument administered?

Once.
When was the instrument administered?
Throughout the year.

Who administered the instrument?

Project P.A.V.E, Evaluator from the Office of Research and Evaluztion.

What training did the administrators have?

General training in instrument and interview administration.

Was the instrument administered under standardized conditions?

No.

Were there problems with the instrument or the administration that mighf
affect the validity of the data?

No.

Who developed the instrument?

Project P.A.V.E. Evaluator from the Office of Research and Evaluation.

What reliability and validity data are available on the instrument?

Noune.

are there norm data available for interpreting the results?

No.
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STUDENT ‘ATTENDANCE DATA

Purpose

The purpose was to examine changes in attendance rates and drop-out
(school leaver) rates for 1975-76, 1976-77, and 1977-78. The following
questions were addressed:
: \
Decision Question 1l: Should Project P.A.V.E. activities be dissem-
inated to other districts?

Evaluation Question 1.2: What are the‘attendance and drop-out
A statistics for special education
. students?

Decision Question 2: Should Project P.A.V.E. be adopted by schools
Of A.IOSOD.?

Evaluation Question 2.6: What changes are there in student
drop-out rate and att :ndance?

Procedure

Attendance rates for 1977-78 of non-drop-outs (those who enrolled and
did not drop-out for at least two of the three quarters), the same
sample used for the comparison of credits earned, were collected from
the attendance office of Travis High School. The attendance figures
are expressed in terms of number of absences for the year.

Attendance rates for non-drop-outs for 1975-76 and 1976-77 were taken
from the 1976~77 Technical Report for Project P.A.V.E.

Drop-aut taées for 1977-78 were determined by withdrawal notices printed
weekly by the Travis High School attendance office and by corresponding
indications of withdrawal in the attendance record books.

Drop-out rates for 1975-76 and 1976-77 were taken from the 1976-77
Technical Report for Project P.A.V.E.

Since there was no significant difference between the attendance or
drop-out rates for 1975-76 and 1976-77, t-tests were computed comparing
the data from 1976~77 and 1977-78.
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Summary of Results

There was no significant difference in attendance rates for any group
this year compared to last year. The dxup-out rate for this year is
less than ic was for last year.

The t-tests for attendance data are presented in Figure D-1.

The attendance rates are presented in Figure D-2.

The yearly drop-out rates are presented in Figure D-3.
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NUMBER STANDARD __ STANDARD t— - DEGREES OF TWO-TAILED
VARIABLE OF CASES  MEAN DEVIATION ERROR VALUE FREEDOM  PROBABILITY
9th-grade ’ .
1977-78 27 7 27.888 27.552 5.302
: 0.5630 42 0.5764
1976-77 17
10th-grade
1977-78 18 28.611 32.616 7.688 .
0.0117 30 " 0.9906 :
1976-77 16 g - 28.500 20. 869 5.577
11th-grade
1977-78 18 23.167 21.462 5.058
0.5808 24 0.5667
1976-77 8 28.750 22.340 7.898
Figure b-1. T-TEST COMPARISONS OF ATTENDANCE RATES BY
GRADE LEVEL BETWEEN 1976-77 AND 1977-78
SPECIAL EDUCATION STUDENTS
44
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Grade Year Number of Average
Students
. | Ninth 1975-76 17 2371
1976-77 17 23.4
1977-78 27 27.8
. f .
Tenth 1975-76 11 31.0
(—’
1976~77 14 28.5
1977-78 18 128.6
Eleventh 1975-76 5 14.2
1976~77 8 28.8
B 1977-78 18 23.1
¢
Figure D-2. AVERAGE YEARLY ABSENCES FOR
NON-DROP-OUTS
‘t~¢é7 (expressed in number of days
»” absent for the year)
_:\khr\ ’
' 1975-76 -1 1976~77 1977-78
. Total number of special ~
education students 49 60 66
' Number leaving school 14 17 13
! Percentage leaving
| school 28.6% 28.32 19.6%
~
. Figure D-3. DROP-OUT RATE
L )
/ 45 —_—
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Instrument Description: Staff Questionnaire ..

Brief description of the instrument:

The staff questionnaire provided information from the staff of Travis s

High School regarding their assessment of Project P.A.V.E.'s impact on
their campus., The staff members were asked to evaluate the visibility,
effectiveness, and probability of continuation of the various objectives
proposed by Project P.A.V.E. The staff were asked to aevaluate only
those activities they were 1nvolved with,

To whom was the instrument administered?

Travis High School Principal and Assistant Principal, the resource room
teachers, and a random sample of all classroom teachers with at least
one identified special education student registered.

L
How many times was the instrument administered?

Once. .

Who administered the instrument?
Project P.A.V.E. Evaluator“;om the Office of Research and Evaluation.

‘What training did the administrators have?
General training in instrument and interview administratiom.

Was the instrument administered under standardized conditions?

No.

Were there problems with the instrument or the administration that might

affect the validity of the data?

Since some of the regular teachers did not respond to the instrumeﬁt. it
is possible that their responses may vary from those teachers who did
respond.

.

Who developed the instrument?

Project P.A.V.E. Evaluator from the Office of Research and Evaluation.

What reliability and validity data are available on the instrument?
None.

Are there norm data available for interpreting the results?

No.
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STAFF_ QUESTIONNAIRE

I 4

Purpose

. The primary purpose of this instrument was to determine: (1) the aware-
ness of the staff of the objectives of Project P.A.V.E., (2) the per-
ceived value of these ofjfectives, and (3) the perceived possibility of
continuing the objectives of Project P.A.V.E. for the coming year. The
following quastious were addressed: .

Decision Question 1.0: Should Project P.A.V.E. activities be
disseminated to other districts?

Evaluacion Question 1.6: How do schooi\personnel perceive
Project P.A.V.E.'s effectivenesa?

Decision Question 2.0: Should Project P.A.V.E. be adopted by schools
of A.I.S.D.?

Evaluatrion Question 2.8: What chapges are there in teacher's
reported classroom practices and
4 attitudes with identified special
‘ education students?
¥ .
/4 2.10: What activities do L.S.T. members
think they can and will carry on
without P.A.V.E.?

2.11: Do teachers who attend in-service
training report positive effects
for their work with special education
students?

’

Procedure

This instrument was developed by the evaluator and reviewed by the Project
P.A.V.E. coq;d!hator. For each objective of Project P.A.V.E.,, the staff
was asked to assess: (1) whether the objectives had been caryied out,

(2) whether the objectives were effective, and (3) the probahllity that
thes objective would ‘be continued next year.

Since not all of the staff were involved with all of the Project P.A.V.E.
activities, staff members were asked to respond to only those objectives
with which they were involved. This necessitated the development of 3
forms of the questionnaire: (1) an administrative form given to the
principal, assistant principal, and counselors (see Figure E-1); (2) a
special education form, given to the special education teachers,, (see
Figure E-2); and (3) a regular form given to regular teachers who had
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“had at least one identified special education/student during the year '

(see Figure E-3). These three forms diff only in terms of the
objectives evaluated.

The regular form also included questions about the effectiveness of the
inservice training program provided by Project P.A.V.E. (see Figure
8-3) . .

Questionnaires were distributed to the principal, assistant principal,
all 4 counselors, all 3 special education teachers, and a random sample
of 30 regular classroom teachers. Questionnaires were returned from the
principal, assistant principal, 3 of the 4 counselors, all 3 special
education teachers, and 12 of the 30 regular classroom teachers.

The questionnaire was administered in May, 1978. Results were content
coded and tabulated by hand.

Summary of Results. I

The staff perceived the following activities as being most helpful: -
1) Jr.~Sr. conference, 2) vocational testing, 3) planning counferences,
4) pre-employment lab, 5) adaptive P.E., 6) cafeteria work station,

7) student monitoring, 8) in-depth review, 9) parental involvemeut,
and 10) materials use and dissemination.

Nine of 11 (81.8%) teachers surveyed indicated that there was increased
communication between the regular teachers and the special education
teachers. All 1l teachers indicated that the presence of Project P.A.V.E.
on their campus had created an awareness of the needs of special education
students. Ten of 1 ..ichers felt that whenever possible special education
students should be .1volved in the regular clasSroom. These same ten
teachers, however, agreed that the amount of time requires of the regular
teacher to meet the needs of the special education students takes away
from the learning of regular students. Seven of the 11 (63.6%) teachers
felt that there were not sufficient resources available to regular
teachers to help them meet the needs of special education students.

The following activities will probably be continued next year in the
absence of Project P,A.V.E.: 1) vocational testing, 2) student monitor-
ing, 3) in-depth reyiews, 4) teacher meetings, and 5) materials use and
dissemination.

Eight of 9 teachers surveyed indicated that the 1nservice.program was
effective and that the training re_geived in the workshop generalized
to the classroom. \\

Figure E-4 presents the results of the administrative form of the staff \
survey.
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Figure E-~5 presents the ragults of the special education form of the
staff survey.,

Figure E-6 presents the results of thg regular form of the staff survey.

.
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Staff Questionnaire
Administrative Form

Position: Principal -
Assistant Principal
Counselor.

ctivity Visibility Effectiveness Probability of Continuation
Has this activity This activity has been:
been carried out? 1. definitely helpful ;' ::ii ::ﬁ;:t:;lzo:z::::ue

1. Yes 2. moderately helpful 3. may or may not continue
2. No . 3. somewhat helpful 4, will probably not continue
3. Don’t Know 4. of questionable help 5 .77 ;¢ continue~-depends

5. mno information entirely on P.A.V.E.

/ - _
1. Vocational :
Testing } 2 3 1 2 3\5 6 1 2 3 4 5 \Q
2. Planning . N
Conferences 1l 2 3 1 2 3 &4 5 6 l1 2 3 4 5
(Parents)
3. Planning -
¢onferences ‘ :
« (Students) 1 2 3 1 2 3 4 5 6 1 2 3 4 5
4. Student -
Monitoring 1 2 3 1 2 34 5 6 ¥ 2 3 4 5 -
5. In-depth Reviewl 2 3 1 2 3 4 5 6 1 ) 4 5
6. Teacher Meetlng% 3 1 34 5 6 1 3 4
7. Materials Use
and Dissemination 2 3 1 2 3 4 3 ?il 12 3 4 3

Figure E-1. ADMINISTRATIVE STAFF QUESTIONNAIRE.




Specia'f‘ hﬁncacion Form
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T el 7 . O FE D T SHNS S N ) NS "
&, Training 8 ,
7ocational
M | N 3 2 3§ 8 4 4 2 3 & ¢

. Figure E-2. SPECIALrEDUm STAFF QUESTIONNAIRE
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Staff Questionnaire

Regular Form
s Posistons In.&uﬂugn.:utln; P )
vty I Sxehakilisy of Sestismasien
amsivisy mem
bomn catyied ews? 3., doftadSely delptul 3 will dafiaitely continme
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N 3. ommevhas delpful 3. Y ov way et contime
Sen's Knew & of quastieashls Walp b vill puobably ws csasisme
3. o8 a0 help S. will we¢ cmstane - «
_ ¢ o infeamesim . dopands aasizely M P.A.%.2.
do_sdsssive 2.2, L!)\ A N B W I N L2 3 & 3
i Jeeabar Neecings X‘ jL - - S T Y N T
4
—_—t2. A2 3 % s ¢ b2 3 3.3
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Figure E-3. REGULAR STAFF QUESTIONNAIRE.
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Position: Principal .
Assistant Principal
Counselors (3) - .

- b

T A et e — - TE S L S D B0 e S B e S g - —

-

Probability of Continuation
1. will definitely continue
2. will probably continue

: Visibility _Effectiveness
| Has this activity This activity has been
| been carried out? 1. definitely helpful

Activicy

Don' t 2. moderately helpful 3. may or may not continue
” | Yes No Know 3. somewhat helpful 4. will probably not continue
| — — —_— 4. of questionable helpjll 5. will not continue - depends

5. of no help entirely on P.A.V.E.

6. no information

-
e

Lo

. "’\

b 2 3 4 35 6 2 3 4
1. Vocational 3 0 2 o o0 O o0 2 1 1 0O O
ty Te gging N
$ 2. Planning 5 0 0 2 0 1 o0 o 1 0 1 0
Conferences
{ (Parents)
3. Plauning 4 0 1 2 0 0 o0 1 1 1 0 0
Conferences
(Students)
4, Student 4 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 0
Monitoring
5. In-depth 2 1 2 1 1 0 1 1 0O 1 0 1
Review . _
6. Teacher 3 0 2 1 0 0 1 2 1 0 1 0
Meetings L
7. Materials Use 5 0 0 2 0 0 o0 o 1 1 0 O

and Dissemination

L —— cne atien e em

Figure E~4. ADMINISTRATIVE STAFF QUESTIONNAIRE
Responses reported as frequencies
Administered May, 1978
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Position: Special educatiqg\toachern (2)
Helping teacher-

Activity

Visibility -

carried out?

Has this ;ctivity been

Yes No Don't Know
1. Parent Interview 3 0 0
2. Jr.-Sr. Conference 2 1 0
3. _Vocational Testing 3 0 0
4. Student Interview 3- 0 0
5. Planning Conference (Parents) ‘ 3. 0 0 __
6.  Planning Confe.renc; (Students) 3 0 0
5. Pre-employment Lab 3 0 0
8. Adaptive P.E. 3 0 0
9. Cafeteria Work Station 3 0 0
10. Student Orientation 1 1 1
11. StudentiMonitoring 3 0 0
12, In-depth Review J? 3 0 0 ]
13. Parental lnvolvement 3 0 0
14, Materials Use and Dissemination 3 0 0
15. Regular Teacher Ingervice Program 3 0 0
16. Training in Vocational Assessment 3 0 0 |
J Figure E-5. SPECIAL EDUCATION STAFF QUESTIONNAIRE

Responses reported as frequencies
Administered May, 1978 (Page 1 of 3)
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Effectiveness

This activity has been:

1, definitely helpful

2. moderately helpful

3. somewhat helpful

4. of questionalle help

5. of no help

6. no information

Ll2)3fals|.e

1, Parent Interview 0 2 1l o joOo} O
2. Jr.-Sr. Conference 2 ol o] o lo} 1
3. Vocational Testing 2 1 0 0 0 0
4. Student Interview 0 2 1 0 0 0
5. Planning Conference (Parents) 1 1 1 010 0
6. Planning Conference (Student) 2 1 0 0 0 0
7. Pre-employment Lab 2 1 0 0 0 0
8. Adaptive P.E, 2 11]0f 0ol o
9. Cafeteria Work Station 2 1 0 0 0 0
10. Student Orientation 1 2 0 0 0 0
11, Student Monitoring 37 1 0 0 0 0
12. In-dapth Review 2 1 0 0 0 0
13. Parental Involvement 2 1 0 0 0 0
14. Materials Use and Dissemination 2 1 0 0 0 0
15. Regular Teacher Inservice Program iﬁl 2 0 0 0 0
16. Trainiqg,iﬁ Vocational Assegssment ql 1 1 0 0 0

Figure E-5. (continued, Page 2 of 3).
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J Probability of Continuation
l. will definitely continue
2, will probably continue
3. wmay or may not continue
4, will probably not continue
. 5. will not continue-dep
f . ¢ ‘ntir.ly on P.A.V.E. )

\

f—

2 3 4 3

l. Parent Interview 1 0 1 0 1
2. Jr.-Sr. Conference 2 0 1 0 0
3. Vocational Testing 1 | 2 0 0 0
4. Student Interview 0 1 1 1 0
5. Planning Conferences (Parents) 2 1 0 0 0
6. PlanningConfer;n;;;’z;:;dents)’ 2 1 0 o o
7. Pre-employment Lab 2 1 0 ’ 0 0
8. Adapgive P.E. 2 1 0 0 0
9. Cafeteria Work Station 2 1 0 0 o
f 10. Student Orientation 0 2 1 0 0
11, Student Monitoring 2 i 0 0 0
'2. In-depth Refiew 2 1 0 0 o
.13. Parental Involvement /7t} 1 1 0 0
14, Materials Use and Dissemination 0 2 1 0 0
15. Regular Teacher Inservice Program 0 0 1 1 1
16. Training in Vocational Assessment + 1 0 1 0 1

Figure E-5. (continued, Page 3 of 3).

E-12




ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Staff Questionnaire
Regular Teacher Form

2391230m3° Regulsz Slaserocm “eschers
-t
. . -
Activiey ! jai | iasiveen Zchabilicy of Contssuatien
K86 tais sosiviey | Jhis setivicy has dees *
. been cavried ous? L, tafiatesly halptul le vill cefinscely semcinue
. ' 1 3. sedevately slptul 13+ will prebably esaciaue
: "8R8 . 3. semswhas he ful 3. w8y or ey net contiaue
n % | e of questionsble nelp 14+ VUL rrebasly net camtiaue
: . i 3. ot ae help. .+ 3. 11l set cemtiove -
: : 4 G ae infermacion atirely ou P.de7 8.
: . 3 . 1 o ! ft
| S S PRSI R P P
a_Adapgave 2.2 'a.'a[.’;oaq;\j 21 3 1ls 19014
M’;i;l;!:l)aasxxls':x
i i ‘
3. Magerials Cee ad | ] | , '
A —_—l 2 2 21 212 Lid o1 2413 919
] i ] . H
oo iz4em0p % P oy s loe tiNo 1ot M 213y a1a
! i t
Suiais stzsncance M L N SN FER WLy
t : 1
7. laizsased Communiiae |
t19a8 za fpecial ! l l
——idddCA0 282c34ER 2 2 a2 o ol s 1o ol 24l ol 3
i 1. Sctengly Agzes
| e AgEee
R 3. Yo Vptates
| 4. Jtsagres
i $. Seroangly Jisagres
. Pal 4 id] 4 s
-+ bR :naC 3Cudents are 13t seversiv andispped, special aducation I‘ | ' ' l
o san Y 19 wng # 2 $oa ' 2
. Tenever 308sidle, sseqial educagion studescs should de tavolved :a i ! ' i !
G NONAE CaESARALGR, dd Al 2 0
' k
The aaount 3t 1138 required 3¢ tegular %escher 0 3set the asede If l { ! H
303540 Sducation tudents Tanes ivey ‘rem he samming 3¢ regular [ [ .
k2 SA0E S VL S R
e 0 Teguler tsscaer s suff1i1e8C tesourses availsble G5 3eet the Co I [ i
el 25 045000 SducaRdn sCudencd. A G- S S T
fr wshougn there are sufficienc resources svailable to regular . l .{ :
TAAITATE, 8L lescners 10 10C WAV thHe 2ime 20 ke use of h ! . :
——dlAS MTTIIEE, P IS S RN

7. The drusenze of Pratect 7.a.7.1. om a80us 1as irested am H i i i
2 9 N ral 319l 51 4

T 33d 3% Atiend :5e w x? LAZS: —tts __9) o (3)

‘ap s34 . . s e e P Y9 )

g e ITa13ing vou 2eceived in re VOTRSNASS jeneralise to the
wmdlisCioua

Figure E-6. REGULAR TEACHER STAFF QUESTIONNAIRE

29

E-13



—_— e e . .

—

Appendix F
A.I.S.D. STAFF SURVEY

|

60




.

Instrument Description: A.I.S.D. Staff Survey

Brief description of the instrument:

The A.1.S.D. staff survey provided information from special education
teachers regarding the extent to which the same or similar activities
developed by Project P.A.V.E. at Travis High School, have been imple-
mented in the district's high schools.

To whom was the instrument administered?
/
One special education teacher was randomly selected from each high
chool campus. °

How\ many times was the instrument administered?

~ Once.
~ Who administered the instrument?
Project P.A.V.E. Evaluator from the Offite of Research and Evaluation.

L]

What training did the administrators have?

General training in instrument and interview administration.

" Was the instrument administered under standardized conditions?

No.

Were there problems with the instrument or the administration that
might affect the validity of the data?

Only seven of eight schools responded to the survey.

Who Qeveloped the instrument?

\
Project P.A.V.E. Evaluator from the Office of Research and Evaluation.

What reliability and validity data are available on the instrument?

None.

Are there norm data available for interpreting the results?

No.




A.I.8.D. STAFF SURVEY

Purpose

The primary purpope of this instrument was to determine the extent to
which the same oy similar activities developed by Project P.A.V.E. at

Trdvis High Schodl, have been implemented in the Austin Independent
School District. .

L4

The following questions were addressed: N
Décigioa Question 2.0: Should Project P.A.V.E. be adopted by
o schools of A.I.S.D.?

Evaluation Question 2.2: To what extent have the same or

. : gimilar activities developed by
P.A.V.E. been implemented in other
schools of A.1.S.D.?

Procedure

\- This instrument was developed by the evaluator and reviewed by the
Project P.A.V.E. coordinator, and is presented in Figure F-3. A
special education teacher was randomly selected from each high school
campus. The insjiyument was mailed to the teachers in advance so that
they could think ‘Rbout the questions. - The teachers had the option of
either filling out the survey and mailing it to the evaluator, or
responding to it through a phone interview.

The interview consisted of 19 multiple choice items concerning the
following ten activities:

(1) Parent Interview

(2) Junior High-Senior High School Conference

(3) Vocational Assessment

(4) Student Interview

(S5) Parental Involvement : -
(6) Vocational Curriculum

~— (7) Adaptive P.E.

(8) Student Orientation

(9) Student Monitoring

(10) L.S.T. /

Results were tabulated by hand.
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Summary of Results

Two of the seven respon schools reported that most of the parents
of special education students are interviewed at the beginning of the -
year regarding the needs df their children. The other five schools
reported that some of the parents are interviewed.

Six of the schools reported that the parents are 1nterv1ewed at parent
conferences held at the school. Four schools reported that parents are
also interviewed via home visits and phone contacts. -

All seven schools reported that the high school special education
teachers seek the input of the junior high school special education
teachers regarding thé needs of the incoming 9th-grade special educa-
tion students. .

All seven of the schocls reported that they receive this input from
the junior high school teachers through a formal meeting.

Five of the seven gchools reported that some of the special education
students were vocationally assessed, whereas two schools reported that
special education students were rarely assesgea ~ '

Concerning the types of vocational tests used, five schools reported

‘that they used the General Aptitude Test Battery, and three schools

stated that they have used the Kuder Occupational Interest Survey.

Five of the seven schools reporzgh all special education students were
interviewed regarding their problems and successes in both regular and
special education classes. One school reported that most of the
special education students were interviewed and one school reported
that no students were interviewed.

At

All six of the schools t reported that ciyl education students
were interviewed stated thad the interview'Was conducted in the con-
text of a counseling session.

In terms of the parents' involveme in the long and short range plan~
ning for their children, four sqhools reported that the parents' input
was used in the development of a#n Individual Education Program (IEP).
Two schoouls reported that the paXents attended the IEP meeting but did
not take an active role. One school reported -that parents reviewed
the IEP after it was developed.

Four schools reported that their campus provided a vocational curriculum
(i.e., job finding skills) designed specifically for the needs of
special education students.

None of the seven schools provided Adaptive P.E. courses during the
1977-78 school year.
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Four of the schools reported that special education students attended
an orientation regarding resources on their campus. This orient n
was held in the context of an orientation for the regular students.

All seven schools reported that they had a\gystem for monitoring the
progress of special education students in regular classes. Six

schools stated that special education teachers personally contacted

the regular teachers.- Four schools stated that regular teachers
personally contacted the special education teachers. All seven schools
stated that this monitoring process included written communications
between the regular teachers and the special education teachers.

One school reported that special education students are monitored every
two weeks, five schools reported that these students are monitored
every three weeks, whereas one school stated that these students are
monitored every six weeks. :

Not including the annual A.R.D., four schools reported that special
education students were reviewed by the L.S.T. for discipline
referrals. Three schools reported that special education students
were reviewed for excessive absenteeism, and two schools stated that
special education students were reviewed by the L.S.T. whgg*ghey were
failing classes. -

. -
Only two of the seven schools reported that the results of vocational
assessme::it were used when discussing options available to special
education students being discussed by th L.S.T.

.

Figure F-1 presents the responses to the questionnaire.

Figure F-2 presents the A.I.S.D. gtaff Survey.
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Are parents of special educatisn students interviewed?

a. all parents are interviewed 0
b. most parents are interviewed 2
c. some parents are interviewed 5
d. no parents are interviewed 0

How is the parent interview completed?

a. home visit 4
b. phone contact 4
c. parent conference at school 6

Do high school special education teachers seek the input of junior

. high school special education teachers regarding the needs of the

incoming 9-th grade students?

a. Yes ' 7 AN

b. No 0

Hoy is this input received?

a. eting * 7
b. {phone contact ' 0

c. written comments on student's folder

To what extent are special education students vocationally
assessed?

a. all students are tested 0

b. most students are tested 0

c. some students are tested 5 «\)

d. students are rarely tested 2

Which vocational tests are used?

a. General Aptitude Test Battery \
b. Non-verbal Aptitude Test Battery

c. McCarron-Dials Work Evaluation System
d. Wide Range Interest Opinion Test

e. Kuder Occupational Interest Survey

WOOoOoOoOWwm

Are special education students interviewed regarding their
problems and successes in both regular and special education
clasgses?

a. all students are interviewed
b. most students are interviewed
c. some students are interviewed
d. students(jfe not interviewed

~HOrWun

Figure{F-1. A.I.S.D. STAFF SURVEY
Responses recorded as frequencies
Administered May, 1978
(Page 1 of 3)



9.

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

13.

16.

To what extent are parents involved in the long and short ranse

planning for their cliildren? -

a. input used in development of IEP 4
b. attend IEP but do not take an active role "2
c. review IEP after it is developed 1

?

Does your school provide a vocational curriculum (i.e., job findxng
skills) designed specifically for the needs of special education
students?

a. Yes 4 .
b. No 3
ekl
Does your campus provide Adaptive P.E.?
a. Yes 0
b. No 7

Do incoming special education students attend an orientation
regarding rescurces on your campus?

a. Yes 4

b. No 3

What form does this orientation take?

a. 1in the context of orientation with regular students 4
b. 1in a separate orientation session 0

Do you have a system for monitoring the progress of special educa*
tion students in regular classes?

a. Yes 7 .

b. No 0 .

How are students monitored? -

a. special education teachers personally contact

regular teachers 6
b. regular teachers personally contact special

education teachers 4
c. written communication between the regular teachers

and special education teachers 7

How often are special education students monitored?
a. every two weeks 1
b. every three weeks 5
¢c. every six weeks 1

Figure F-1. (conti'ed, Page 2 of 3)
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17. Not including the annual A.R.D., how often are special education
N students reviewed by the L.S.T.?
:  a&. -they are never discussed -
b. when they are.failing courses
c. excessive gbsenteeism
d. discipline referrals

SMLNNO

e

18. Are the results of vocatidnal assegsment used when discussing

options available to special education students being dis¢ussed
by the L.S.T.?

a. Yes 2
b. No 5
“l
b
’ /
'f
¥
\

~ ji

Figure F-1, (continued, Page 3 of 3)
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A.I.SZ'.' Staff Survey A

Are the parents of special education students interviewed at the
beginning of the year regar-:ing the needs of their children?

a. all parents are interviewed.

b. most of the parents are interviewed.

c. some of the parents are interviewed.

d. none of the parents are interviewed.

If sc, how is the interview completed? (Choose more than 1 option
if appropriate)

a. home visit.

b. phone contact.

c. parent conference at school.

Do <=he high school special education teachers seek the input of the
junior high school special education teachers regarding the needs
of the incoming ninth grade special education students?

a. Yes b. No

If so, how is this input received? (Choose more t* 1 option if
appropriate)

a. meeting

b. phone contact

c. written comments on student's folder

d. other

To what extent are special education students vocationally assessed?
a. all students are tested.

b. most students are tested.

¢c. some students are tested.

d. students are rarely tested.

Which tests are used? (Choose more than 1 option if avpropr.ate)
General Aptitude Test Battery

Non-verbal Aptitude Test Battery

McCarron-Dials Work Evaluation System

Wide Range Interest Opinion Test

Kuder Occupational Interest Survey

Other

o an op

Are special education students interviewed regarding their problems
and successes in both regular and special education classes?

a. all students are interviewed.

b. most students are interviewed.

¢. some students are interviewed.
d. students are not interviewed.
[
Figure F-2: AISD STAFF SURVEY (Page 1 of 3).
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9.

10.

11.

12.

13.

14,

15.

16.

17.

If so, how 1is this interview conducted?
a. a get interview is used.
b. interview conducted in the context of a counseling oesq@ﬂ”‘"

To what extent are parents involved in the long and short range
planning for their children? !
a. 1input used in development of IEP,

b. Attend IEP but do not take an active role,

c. Review of IEP after it is developed.

Does your school provide a vocational curriculum (i.e., job
finding skills) designed specifically for the needs of special
education students?

a. Yes b. No

Does your campus provide Adaptive P.E. classes?

a. Yes b, No ‘

If Yes, who are the P.E. courses primarily designed for?
a. physically handicapped.

b. learning disabled students.

c. both physically handicapped and learning disabled.

Do incoming special education students attend an orientation
regarding resources on your campus?
a. Yes b. No

If Yes, what form does this orientation take?

a. in the context of orientation with regular students.

b. 1in a separate orientation session for special education
students only.

Do you have a system for monitoring the progress of special
education students in regular classes?
a. Yes b. No

If Yes. how are the students monitored?

a. S :1al education teachers personally contact the regular
teuchers.

b. Regular teachers personally contact speci:i educa!&on teachers.

c. Written communication between regular teachers and special
education teachers.

How often are special education atudents monitored?
a. every 3 weeks.

b. every 6 weeks.

c. every week(s)

d. only when difficulties arise.

Figure F-2. (continued, page 2 of 3).
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18. Not including the annual A.R.D., how often are special education
students reviewed by the L.S.T.?
a. they are never discussed outside A.R.D,
b. when they are failing courses.
c. excéssive absenteeism.
d. discipline referrals.
e. every week(s).
f. other

19. Are the results of vocational assessment used when discussing

options available to special education students being discussed
by the L.S.T.? °

a. Yes " b. No

e

,)u\f‘ Figure F-2. (continued, Page 3 of 3)
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~ Appendix G

P.A.V.E. ACTIVITIES AND VERIFICATION DOCUMENTS
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Instrument Description: P.A.V.E. Activities and Verification Documents

Brief description of the inatrument:

The P.A.V.E. activities and verification documents were comviled by
project staff and organized into a notebook.

To whom was the instrument administered?

All P.A.V.E. activities that were specified in the 1977-78 project grant.

How many times was the instrument administered?

Throughout the year.

Who administered the instrument?

The evaluator monitored the P.A.V.E. staff's compilation of the informa-
tion.

What training did the administrators have?

Genéral training in instrument and interview administration.

Was the instrument administede under standardized conditions?
No.

Were thére<problems with the instrument or the administration that might
affect the validity of the data?

Mo.

Who developed the instrument?

P.A.V.E. staff developed the documentation procedures and the Fvaluator
from the Office of Research and Evaluation developed the monitoring
procedures.

What reliability and validity data are available on the instrument?

None.

Are there norm data available for interpreting the results?

No.

G-2 ’;'2




d.

P.A.V.E. ACTIVITIES AND VERIFICATION DOCUMENTS

Purpose

The purpose of P.A.V.E.'s activities and verification documents was to
provide records of activities and dissemination materials. The evalu-
ator's monitoring of this provided infurmation relevant to the extefit
to which the/model was implemented. The information from this was used
to answer the following questions:

Decision Question 1.0: Should Project P.A.V.E. activities be dis-
seminated to other districts?

Evaluation Questions: 1.3 Have objectives for the project been
met?
1.5 What activities can be done by school
personnel without additional expense?
1.6 What time commitment and personnel
commitment are required for school
) personnel to conduct P.A.V.E, acti-
‘\7 vities and how do they perceive its
{ effectiveness?
Decision Question 2.0: Should Project P.A.V.E. be adop’-.d b:" schools
' of A.I1.S.D.?

Evaluation Questions: 2.3 What Systematic Planning Process acti-
vities have been most utilized?

2.7 What is student participation in
alternative programming options and
other P.A.V.E. actiyities?

2.12° How many parents participate in
P.A.V.E. attivities?

Procedure

At the beginning of the 1977-78 school year, the Project P.A.V.E. staff
developed the documentation notebook. This notebook was organized accord-
ing to the various objectives. Each objective was described and the
relevant activities detailed. This description also included rationales,
time frames, staff responsibilities, and verification procedures. The
notebook -also contained a Strategy Review and Evaluation Information on
each objective. The strategy review (see Figure G-1) documented any
procedural or time changes that occurred during the year. Reasons for
these changes were also noted. The strategy review also contained rec-
commendations for future implementation of the objectives based on the
problems encountered. The evaluation iniormation (see Figure G-2) docu-
mented the time and cost of implementing the various objectives.

G-3
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At weekly staff meetings, entries into the documentation notebook would
be discussed. A student notebook (see Figure G-3) was also developed

by the P.A.V.E. staff to document the services performed for each student.
This student notebook acted as a cross reference to the documentation
notebook. -

Summary of Results

The results indic.ate that 17 of 26 activities were to a large extent
implemented. Four of th@~activities were partially implemented, and
five of the activities were not implemented.

Activities:

I-A-2-a The parents of special education students will be interviewed
regarding the needs of their students.

Met?: Yes.

Evidence: For 19 of 21 incoming 9th-grade students, a parent
inter 'iew was completed. Of the 10th, 1llth, and
12th grade students who were identified as special
education students during the 1977-78 school year
4 of 14 parents were interviewed.

I-A-2-b A pre-school meeting will be scheduled involving the junior
high and senior high school resource room teachers to make
initial plans for incoming ninth grade special education
students.

Met?: Yes.

Evidence: For 9 of 21 incoming 9th-grade students, a meeting
was held with the junior high and senior high resource
room teachers. A meeting was not held if the junior
high teacher had retired over the summer, or if the
incoming student attended a junior high school that
did not offer special education services.

I-A-2-¢ A vocational assessment process for high school special education

students.

Met?: Yes. \ 4 .

Evidence: Fourteen of 22 (63%) 9th-grade students were given the
Social Pre-Vocational Information Battery. Twelve of
22 (54.5Z) 9th-grade students were given the Wide
Range Interest-Opinion Test. Ten of 13 (76.9%)
llth-grade students were given the McCarron-Dials
Work Evaluation System.

I-A-2-d Special education students will be interviewed regarding their
problems and successes in both regular and special education
classes. Questions will also be asked regarding their present
needs and post-~-high school plans.

Met?: Yes.
Evidence: During the 1977-78 school year, 8 of 74 students
were interviewed.

ry
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1-A-3

I-A=d4~-a

I-A-4-b

I-A-4-c

I-A=5

[-A-6-a

o

e
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A conference will be held among the Resource Room teacher,

Counselor, parents, and student to make long range plans

based on knowledge of the student's strangths and handicapping

conditions. '

Met?: Partially met.

Evidence: Planning conferences were held for 44 identified spec-
ial education students (83%). The provision that
counselors attend these meetings was not carried out.
In general, the students did not attend these meetings.

A specific curriculum of vocationally related skills will be

taught to a minimum of seven special education students per

quarter.

Met?: Partially met.

Evidence: A Pre-Employment Lab was developed and offered during
the 1977-78 school year. Five students were enrdlled

<§ and received credit for this course in each of thke

three quarters.

An unpaid work training site will be utilized for special educa-

tion students in the caapus cafeteria.

Met?: Yes.

Evidence: Two students worked in the Cafeteria Work Station
during the 1977-78 school year. Both of these
students received certificates of empJoyability
co-signed by the principal and the cafeteria manager.

An Adaptive Physical Education course will continue to be offered
to orthopedically handicapped .pecial education students.
Met?: Yes.
Evidence: Twenty-six special education students were enrolled
in the Adaptive Physical Education course during the
year.

Special Education students will receive information to serve as

an orientation to the local campus - physical plant, staff,

policies, and procedures. They will also receive an orientation

to the P.A.V.E. strategies that will involve them during the

year.,

Met?: Yes.

Evidence: An orientation meeting was held at the beginning of
the 1977-78 school year. Sixteen of 22 (72.7%) of
the incoming 9th-grade students attended this session.

Monitoring of all special education students' ability to succeed
in high school will be conducted during 2ach quarter.
Met?: Partially met.
Evidence: The monitoring procedures were implemented during
the first and second quacrters. The students were
not monitored during the third quarter.



I-A=6~b

I-A-6-c

1-A-7-a

I-A-7-b

I-A-7-c

I-A-9-a

,'

Based on information found in the student monitoring process,

an In-depth Review will be conducted by 'the Local Support

Team at their discretion.

Met?: Yes.

Evidence: An In-depth Review was conducted for 10 special
education students during the 1977-78 school year.

Vocational test results will Be used during the In-depth

Reviews so that the information can be a partial base for

program planning for the student.

Met?: Partially met.

Evidence: Vocational testing results were available for 5 of
the 10 special education students who received
In-depth Reviews.

Evening meetings for parents of identified special education
students will continue to be held to provide additional infor-
mation on community resources available to both parents and
their students. Speakers representing various agencies will
be invited.

Met?: . No. .

Evidence: Since a new district policy required parents of
special education students to attend an Indivi-
dualized Education Program meeting (IEP), it was
decided to not request parents to also attend
these night meetings.

A series of three Parent Tutoring Sessions will continue to

be offered to parents of both special education students and

students referred to the Local Support Team but not identified.

Met?: Yes.

Evidence: Five parents attended the first session, 3 parents
attended the secoud meeting, and 1 parent attended
the third meeting.

A Parent Handbook to be used during parent interviews will be

revised and information updated.

Met?: Yes.

Evidence: A revised copy of the parent ha: ok was sent to
the parents of 66 special education students.

Following a student review, on recommendation of the Local

Support Team, the regular classroom teachers, resource teacher

and P.A.V.E. staff will attend a group meeting.

Met?: No.

Evidence: The Local Support Team never recommended a Teacher
Group Meeting during the 1977-78 school year.

6
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I-A-1

[-A-1l-a

I-A-11-b

A survey of the Austin Independent School District Secondary
Instructional Coordinators, department heads on each high
school campus, and all high school resource teachers will be
conducted to determine the effects of the quarter course study
on scheduling special education students and the courses
taught on each high school campus,

Met?: No.

Evidence: Because the quarter course survey conducted in May
1977 failedito yield any useful information, it was
considered easible to continue this activity for
this projectiyear. The people surveyed had little
or no knowledge regarding learming characteristics
of special education students and, therefore, were
unable to provide data on which courses would be
most appropriate for these students. Furthermore,
the courses offered on each campus differ in format,
and to some degree, content, thus making it impos~
sible to make judgments or draw conclusions as to
the most appropriate course route for special educa-
tion students.

A Resource Bank of commercially produced and teacher-made

materials and other products designed for special education

students will continue to be inaintained.

Met?: Yes.

Evidence: At a pre-school workshop, school personnel e
informed about the materials resource, bank
this time, the procedures for checking oat and
evaluating materials were reviewed. a reference
system was developed showing the appropriateness
of the respective materials for specific courses
and/or handicapping conditionms.

-y

An inservice program will be continued to meet the needs of
regular classroom teachers serving special education students.
Met?: Yes.

Evidence: There were two inservice programs during the 1977-78
school year. Twelve regular classroom teachers were
selected to participatc in the inservice program held
during the 2nd quarter, and another 12 teachers parti-
cipated in the program during the 3rd auarter. Four
consultants were hired to work with these teachers
for the duration of the quarter in which the inservice
was held.

To provide training to local campus personnel iu the area of

vocational assessment >f special education students.

Met?: Yes.

Evidence: Training was provided for the resource room teachers
in the administration of the Social Pre-Vocational



-iaformation Battery and the Wide Range Interest

o Opinion Test. The Vocational Adjustment Coordina- ¥
tor assigned to the local campus was sent to an
. out of town workshop for training in the McCarron

Dials Work Evaluation System.

I-A-1l-c¢ To provide training to local campus personnel in the teaching

of the Pre~employment Lab curriculum.,

Met?: Yes.

Evidence! The vocational/occupational coordinator for Project
P.A.V.E. co~taught the Pre-employment Lab curriculum
with the resource teacher during the lst quarter,
and provided consultation services to thé resource
teachers during the 2nd and 3rd quarters.

I-A-ll-d To provide training to local campus personnel in the operation
of the Cafeteria Work Station.

Met?: Yes. r
Evidence: In the fall of 1977, the local campus was. assigned a
" new cafeteria manager. The principal asked that no

. students be placed into the Cafeteria Work Station
unt{l the second quarter. During the lst quarter,
P.A.V.E. staff met with the manager on several
occasions to discuss how the CWS functioned last
year, and how it would function this year. Two
students were assigned to the CWS during the 2nd
(/~\ and 3rd quarter.

I-A-1ll-e To provide training to local campus personnel (regular grade
level counselors and vocational counselor) in the areas of
counseling with special education students and parents of
special education students.

Met?: No.
Evidence: The counselors were not involved in the Program
Planning Conferences.

I-A-12 Information will be gathered from students who have dropped
& out of Travis High Schenl.
Met?: Yes.
Evidence: A cumulative 1list of drop-outs was kept. Seventeen
students (8 special education students and 9 regular
students) who dropped out were interviewed.

I-B-7 Training will be provided to the Parent/Student Coordinator
to facilitate the successful implementation of strategieWw
I1-A-7 a, b, c.
Met?: No.
Evidence: The project was unable to locate an appropriate
training facility to meet the needs of the Parent/
Student Coordinator.
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P.A.V.E. has documented the time it took to complete many of the activi-
ties of the 1977-78 school year. This is presented below:

I-A~2-a

I-A-2-b

I~A-2=C

I-A-2-d

I-A-3

The parent intervigw required approximately 2 hours per student.
This included: a)\l/2 hbur tramsportation time to and-from
home, b) 1/2 hour for the interview itself, and c) 1 hour
arranging the meeting,/verifying address, etc.

Staff Time: 52 hours by one staff member.

School Time: 0

The junigr high-senigr high conference requires approximately - ,

15 minuf%ﬁ\for each /student.

Staff Time: . 48 hours for one staff member

School Time: 11 hours (4 hours for the 2 resource
teachers at Travis and 1 hour for
the 3 resource teachers from the
feeder schools.

The administration of the Wide Range Interest-Opinion Test
requires approximately 1 hour per student. The administration
of the Social Pre-Vocational Information Battery requires
approximately 3 hours for a group of 4 students.

Staff Time: 32 hours for one staff member.
School Time: 0

The student interview requires approximately 1/2 hour per
student.

Staff Time: 8 hours for one staff member.
School Time: 0

The Planning Conference requires approximately 1 hour for each
student for both one member of the project staff and the
student's resource room teacher.

Staff Time: 44 hours by one staff member.

School Time: 44 hours by the resource room teachers.

The student orientation was held at the beginning of the school

: year with all staff members participating.

Staff Time: 15 hours for four staff members.
School Time: 0

Student Monitoring requires approximately 44 hours per quarter
of the project staff's time and approximately 5 minutes of the
teachers" time per student.

Staff Time: 88 hours for the staff.
School Time: 13 hours foxk tHe regular teachers.
by /
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Time Changes/reason(s)

:Procedural changes/reason(s)

Strategy Number
Descripéion: ’ ‘
Rationale: .

N
Procedures: Time Line:

Strategy Review

Recommendations based on
problems encountered, ease of
implementations, etc.

J

e

Figure C-1. STRATEGY REVIEW
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‘<~\N_,>K// f EVALUATION INFORMATION

N

Time Tequired to 1nplehent activity:
Project Staff A /

Local achool -campus persc rel

/
- | \
’ﬁ"Q*ost to implement activity.
Congsultants

Materials

Release Time

Other

Total Actual Cost $

Original Estimates:
- Staff Time

Other expenses

Total Budgeted‘Cost §_

project staff

$

Time/cost estimate for schools implementing activity without

special education teachers
regular teachers

Number of students patticipnting\v’yﬁmber eligible

other
QOCG:
Figure G-2. EVALUATION INFORMATION
3.
.
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STUDENT NOTEBCOK

Student ' Classification

Educational Arrangement Grade

Grades: 1 _ Attendance: 1 ____ Discipline: 1
2 — 2 2
3 3 3

Data/Reason for Withdrawal

Activities:
Student Interview
Je.-Sr. Conference
. Vocaticnal Testing:
/'; SPIB
/ YRIOT
' McCarron Dials
GATB
— Planning Conference
i‘ Sp. Ed. Interventions:
-

1.

! )

.
Ingdepth Reviews:
- Pl

2.

3.
1 LST/ARD Actions

Parental Involvement:
Parent Meetings
Parent Handbook
[EP Meeting

4 dHome Visit

L Pareat Survey

_l Figure G-3. STUDENT NOTEBOOK
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